This paper uses aspects of Jurgen Habermas's critical theory of societal development as the evaluative stance for the introduction, application and implications of evaluation of teaching quality in universities.
INTRODUCTION
It has been nearly 150 years since John Henry Newman gave a series of lectures that culminated in The Idea of A University, which has endured as one of the most influential treatises on higher education in the Western tradition. At the time of his lectures, there were plenty of critics of Newman's ideal, and if one invokes Newman today, then one could be accused of being a Luddite. It is agreed that a lot has changed since Newman's time in Dublin, and he would have been the first to acknowledge the positive role change can have in human affairs. However, with some of the changes that are taking place in the University as an institution, Newman could be turning in his grave. To capture the unprecedented changes in higher education, Slaughter and Leslie (1997) use the term "Academic Capitalism"; Marginson and Considine (2000) call it "The Enterprise University"; Kenway and Langmead (1998) describe it as "The Corporatisation and Marketisation"; Manne (1999) expressed it as "The Death of the University"; Aronowitz (2000) termed is as "The Knowledge Factory"; Suzuki (1989) called it "The Prostitution of Academia" and Readings (1996) regarded it as "The University in Ruins". Essentially, all these descriptions suggest a paradigmatical shift in the higher education systems.
In the last decade or so, the mantras of quality and accountability have permeated the higher education policy and institutional practices. What constitutes quality in higher education? Lindsay (1992, p.153) says that the notion of quality in higher education has no agreed technical meaning, and its use usually involves a heavy contextual overlay of some political or educational position. Marginson and Considine (2000, p.4) note that the definitions of quality and lines of accountability are drawn less from the traditional public sector and political cultures, and more from the private sector and the culture of economic consumption, whether expressed through university-student relations, university-industry relations or university-government relations. Sachs (1994, p. 23) presents a good case to support that it is the changing economic and political environment that has exerted considerable pressure on universities to exhibit greater measures for accountability, under the rhetoric of quality.
In Australia, the so-called Dawkins reforms (Dawkins 1987 (Dawkins , 1988 provided much of the impetus for the performance-based indicators of quality. This initiated student satisfaction as an output-based measure of institutional performance along with completion rates, relative staffing levels, and research and publication rates. Generally, student satisfaction with teaching is measured at two points: firstly, during their course of study, by the student evaluations of teaching or Student Ratings of Teaching (SRT) questionnaire, and secondly, after the completion of their study, in a Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ). While the CEQ is a standard questionnaire, SRT questionnaires vary according to the institution. However, they are both based on the logic of consumerism, and both have a reductionist approach to academics' accountability. This paper argues that the practice of student evaluation of teaching, mandated by the Quality Assurance (QA) framework, is clearly designed to position students as consumers in their educational experience. It is modelled on the principle of a consumer survey, and it works on the premise that teachers' personal and professional accountability can be met with the market-based economic and accounting logic. This practice thrives in pleasing the "customer", but is student pleasure the ultimate criterion of the "value" of a course?
In fact, there is even some medical evidence to support that learning can be a painful experience, and a distinction needs to be made between customers' wants and students' needs. See Craig et al., (1999) for further discussion on this issue. If the ultimate objective of this exercise is to improve the quality of teaching and students' educational experience, then is SRT the right approach? These are some of the issues that are explored in this paper. This paper uses aspects of Jurgen Habermas's critical theory of societal development as the evaluative stance for the introduction, application and implications of the practice of SRT in universities. In the social policy and sociological literature, Habermas is recognised as a great theorist whose work has largely remained at an abstract level.
Although Habermas explored the steering media of law, his analysis has been used and it has been strongly supported in a number of studies that address the colonizing power of accounting in organisational contexts (Power and Laughlin, 1992) . In accounting, Laughlin (1984) initiated the use of Habermasian thinking with a seminal study on the Church of England in the UK. This was followed by a further study, which addressed accounting systems in an organisational context, again from a Habermasian perspective (Laughlin 1987) . Broadbent et al., (1991) have made an attempt to refine Habermas's model of societal development, and used the thesis of internal colonisation to examine the recent financial and administrative changes in the area of public health in Britain.
The remainder of this paper is divided into three major sections followed by a section on summary, conclusion and implications. The first section describes the origin of Total Quality Management (TQM) and quality measurement from the customers' viewpoint. It further explains the origin of SRT in the US, the introduction of SRT in Australian and New Zealand (NZ, henceforth) universities, and it discusses quality in policy discourse including quality as a Key Performance Indicator (KPI). The second section describes some aspects of Habermas's model of societal development. The third section looks at the introduction and application of quality assurance of teaching using Habermasian theses as the evaluative stance.
TQM & QUALITY MEASUREMENT FROM CUSTOMERS' VIEWPOINT
Quality control (QC) began with sampling the output of industrial process, and it was based on the theory of probability. After the Industrial Revolution, it helped manufacturers to increase output and decrease cost. Quality was defined as conformity to specifications, and there were quality inspectors to make sure that conformity existed.
Over the years, quality movement expanded in to a broader management approach called TQM, and business managers, particularly in the western world, enthusiastically embraced it. It has been considered as one of the most important management issues since the late 1980s. Barfield et al., (1998) suggest that there are two related perspectives of quality: the production view of quality and the consumer view of quality; TQM enshrines the latter perspective. In fact, it suggests that everyone is a customer, in other words, organisations first focus on the external customers' needs and then work backwards through all internal customers or employees' needs. Thus, customer satisfaction becomes the driving force for an organisation. Now, under the neo-liberal paradigm it has become the same; it is believed that customer satisfaction should be the raison d etre of higher education. For instance, Total Quality Management in Education, by Edwards Sallis, an English authority on quality in education. He describes the historical links between TQM in industry and education, and how these have developed in the UK since the late 1980s. Sallis (1993) says:
Quality can be judged to exist when a good or service meets the specification that has been laid down for it. The end products must be 'fit for their purpose'. But products must also meet 'customer requirements'...Customers are the final arbitrators of quality, and without them the institution does not exist (pp. 23-24).
Sallis writes that organisations which "follow the TQM path regard quality as being defined by their customers. It is the consumers who make the judgement on quality, which they do by reference to the best comparable performer" (pp. 24-25) . In education he sees the "product" as a "service" and this further highlights the need to know "what the customer values" and sees as "quality". He emphasises on keeping the learners' views centre stage in the strategic planning process. He sees a strong feedback loop as important in any QA process. In this discussion, he uses the words, customers, consumers and learners interchangeably. While Sallis's views, premised on the studentsas-customers metaphor, are now becoming the norm, this metaphor has severe limitations in both the university-student and pedagogic relationships.
Our students may fill a QA questionnaire, say at KFC, and another in their course of study, both with a rating scale, both designed for testing immediate gratification, both treating the respondent as a passive recipient, whose responsibility is limited to providing the funds. While this approach may work well for KFC, the consumer-oriented quantification of students' educational experience is constitutive of student as a consumer, and that has serious implications, as discussed in section three and in the last section of this paper.
The Origin of SRT
While SRT is a relatively recent practice in the Australian, NZ and British Universities, it has been around for a long time in the North American Universities. In the mid-1920s, Harvard University first collected and published SRT to provide guidance for students in choosing courses. Around the same time, Herman Remmers of Purdue University began a program of research on student ratings (McKeachie, 1996) . During the period of student activism in the 1960s and 1970s, there was a great increase in the use of student ratings; it was intended to be a student-empowerment mechanism.
To appreciate the context of SRT, it is important to note that market influences that are relatively new in the Australasian sector were evident much earlier in the US. The American higher education system has been a market-based (system) for a long time, and the idea of the students as consumers is not new in that context. Turner et al., (1997) explain this in terms of the funding model that has been used by the American higher education system, since the early 1900s. They refer to the American constitutional arrangements which necessitated that funding be provided to individual students rather than to institutions. This created a competitive market in which students were consumers, and institutions could only secure funding by attracting more students. At the heart of this funding of students rather than the funding of institutions is the assumption that higher education is essentially a private good, best catered for by private investment.
Since the early 1990s, the World Bank and the OECD, in their pronouncements on higher education have urged countries to shift from dependence on state funding toward multiple sources, with more money from student fees, consultancies and donations. "In short, higher education system should resemble the US model more closely (Hodges, 1994, p.24) . This message seems to have been taken up both in Australia and NZ. This can explain the introduction of the American based practice, such as SRT, in the newly "marketised" Australasian context.
There has been considerable research on the use and reliability of SRT. It seems to be one of the most popular areas of research in higher education, particularly in the North American context. However, most contributors essentially acquiesce with the language of performance measurement, and they do not question the consumerist rationale underpinning this practice. They delve into issues such as: the valid and reliable items to be included in SRT; the consistency of ratings across different course contexts; if humanities receive higher ratings than mathematics; correlations of variables with SRT, and SRT's ongoing contribution in determining a highly rated course and a highly rated teacher. See Neumann (1994) and Marsh and Roche (1994) for a discussion of the general research trends in this area.
In 1996, The American Council of Learned Societies (ACLS) published the Occasional Paper No.33, on The Professional Evaluation of Teaching, which examined various aspects of the SRT. While it cites extensive empirical research on the validity and reliability of SRT, it acknowledges the limitations of the use of a certain numerical mean on student ratings. McKeachie (1996) concludes that the problem is not with the practice of SRT but in its use. Another contributor to this ACLS initiative, Hutchings (1996) says SRT, though essential, are not enough, and recommends the concurrent use of The Peer Review of Teaching. Her paper briefly refers to the issue of the objectification of teaching associated with the SRT. Another contributor, England (1996) , addresses the way in which SRT is used in personnel decisions; he supports using both student-andpeer evaluations as complementary, not competing, approaches. Seldin (1998) reports that from 1988 to 1998, in liberal arts campuses, SRT has become the most widely used source of information to assess teaching. He says, "Whereas in 1988 they were in a virtual dead heat with the second-place source (department chair), now they are nearly 18 percentage points ahead", (p. 4). Also, a cursory review of the literature in this area suggests that the use of SRT has been and is still on the rise.
SRT in Australian and NZ Universities: The Context
SRT was introduced in Australian and NZ universities in the late 1980s and early 1990s.
In this period, the Chicago school-based human capital theory of education was resurrected with an added dimension of market liberalism, almost dismantling the dominant paradigm of education as a common public good. Marginson (1997 Marginson ( , 1998 notes that it had become an education market, steered from the background by government, in which students and parents were consumers, teachers and academics were producers, and educational administrators had become managers and entrepreneurs.
Furthermore, the reconstruction of universities has been a part of a larger reconstruction of the public sector. With the end of the post-war long boom and the collapse of Keynesian techniques of national economic management, there has been a reduction in public outlays, deregulation and attempts to seek greater competitive efficiency by exposing public institutions to market forces. While it is not a full-blown market in higher education in Australia and NZ, the funding mechanisms are increasingly based on a market philosophy that aims to promote students' autonomy as consumers. Now, most universities survey their students for the assessment of quality of teaching, course content and assessment procedures. Many universities have revised their policies, promotion criteria and reward systems to give greater importance to quality in teaching, which is to be commended, however the consumerist approach to quality is an issue of serious concern. It raises a question, was SRT introduced to improve student learning and academics' accountability or to express the ideological commitment of student as a customer? It is believed that the two goals are mutually exclusive. While the former calls for the personal and professional accountability of academics, the latter trumpets managerial accountability and economic rationality.
Quality in Policy Discourse and Quality as a Key Performance Indicator
In higher education, the policy and practice changes have emerged within an economic context in which there are greater demands to increase output, while at the same time, in real terms, there has been a reduction in financial input. Both in Australia and NZ, the higher education policy appears to be a captive of the macroeconomic policy. In the Australian context, Harker (1995) also notes this preoccupation with linking higher education policy with economic policy. Pusey (1993) argues that the problems articulated within the policy documents themselves represent the managerial interests of a centralized bureaucracy in Canberra, which advocates the dogma of economic rationalism in which markets and prices are the only reliable means of setting value on anything. Thus, it is within this kind of economic and political contextual environment in which quality agenda has come to be the banner word in higher education policy. In the international higher education quality context, Hore (1993) notes that:
The most striking thing about the examination of literature in the US, UK and Europe is the similarity of the scenarios which are developed. With some minor differences the pictures painted could be exhibited in any of the countries mentioned, and they would be accepted as creations of their own artists.
Hore summarises the common themes in this context in terms of the five Es of Thatcherism: economy, efficiency, effectiveness, enterprise and excellence. Harker (1995, p.33 ) makes a similar observation, and notes that an examination of the trends in higher education reveals the central importance of performativity in driving the quality agenda in national higher education systems (emphasis added). Lindsay (1992, p.153) , in examining concepts of quality in higher education, discerns two main approaches to quality, the "production-measurement" and the "stakeholderjudgement" views. He concludes that, in discussions of quality, it is the former approach that is generally dominant, in the Australian context in the last decade, particularly in government circles. The production-measurement approach treats quality as a synonym for performance, and emphasises the measurement of rather simplistically defined inputs and outcomes, tending to ignore the role that judgement plays. The stakeholderjudgement view recognises that there will be a disparity in judgements about quality since different parties have different goals and values, in terms of what constitutes quality. Students, academics, and administration are commonly identified as the stakeholders in higher education. It can be argued that in the quest for a knowledgebased society, society at large would be the major stakeholder in maintaining quality in education.
In the higher education policy and practice lexicon, stakeholder is another buzzword that has been recently borrowed from the corporate world. If students' educational experience or student learning is at stake, one could argue that students and teachers have the same stakes. What they need is the spirit of community, communicative action, and communicative rationality instead of a process that requires one stakeholder evaluating the other. Thus, it is the production-measurement view that is serving to alienate the students and teachers, who are meant to be on the same side. In Habermasian terms, this would constitute a colonisation of the academic lifeworld by the instrumentalism of a business practice. values, ethos and culture of any society. Habermas argues that we cannot understand the character of the lifeworld unless we understand the social systems that shape it, and we cannot understand social systems unless we see how they arise out of activities of social agents. According to Habermas, ideally, these economic and administrative systems are guided to follow lifeworld concerns. In this theoretical structure, the concept of steering plays a pivotal role by providing a link between lifeworld and system, since these systems are held together, despite differences in function and nature, by what he calls steering media such as money and power.
HABERMAS'S THESES ON COLONISATION, JURIDIFICATION AND REIFICATION

Habermas's model of societal evolution is fully articulated in
Today, in Habermas's telling phrase, we are threatened by the "internal colonization of the life-world" by systemic rationalisation processes. It can occur when the systemic media of money and power begin to displace the communicative sociation in core areas of action within which the symbolic reproduction takes place. Habermas argues that as the "de-linguistified" media of money and power begin to infiltrate the lifeworld the pathologies specific to contemporary capitalism arise. White (1988, p.112) notes that, in examining the key social roles in system-lifeworld relations, Habermas argues that advanced capitalism has been relatively successful in defusing class conflict in the sphere of production, and in increasingly neutralising the public sphere as a site of effective participation by citizens. What differentiates Habermas from many other critical theorists is how he analyses the compensation that the advanced capitalism offers in exchange for this control over the roles of employee and citizen. Compensation comes in the form of system-conforming rewards, which are channelled into the roles of private consumer and public client of the welfare state. In order to substantiate his thesis, Habermas turns to the phenomenon of the increasing "juridification" of social life. Juridification, which has the overtones of Weber's bureaucratic processes, refers generally to "…the tendency towards an increase in formal (or positive, written) law that can be observed in modern society" Habermas (1987, p.357) . It consists of both the expansion of law, and the increasing density of law. It leads to legal regulations spreading into social life, and when these legal rules become the invading force, instrumental thinking tends to penetrate the moral and aesthetic spheres of life. Habermas says that this new extension of law, even though it often comes in the name of expanding social rights, has a seemingly inevitable tendency to create a new sort of dependency between the client and the system of administration. It has a reifying influence on the lifeworld. In this reification process, there is a "pressure towards the redefinition of everyday life situations". This redefinition occurs first in relation to the individual citizen, who is induced to define his public existence increasingly in terms of strategic-rational, acquisitive relationships to bureaucracies. Habermas suggests that this redefinition of public life may have a deleterious effect in the long run on the propensity of citizens to engage in various forms of cooperative social and political action (White 1988, p. 112-3 ).
Habermas's description of the role of reification and expert cultures in defining, categorizing and organising everyday life is quite similar to Foucault's analysis of how the discourses associated with the growing organisation of modern life create new ways of subjugating people, while appearing to enhance their freedom and well-being.
Habermas uses the problem of juridification to explain the thesis of colonisation; he distinguishes between regulative and constitutive characters of law, serving as steering media. How do we evaluate whether a particular steering medium has any colonizing potential? In this context, Habermas does provide some practical guidance, and he differentiates between the two kinds of steering.
Regulative Steering
Constitutive Steering Embedded in the lifeworld context, more comprehensible to the average individual.
Less comprehensible to the average individual. Freedom-guaranteeing.
Freedom-reducing. Capable of substantive justification.
Can only be legitimised through procedure.
Under the superficial claims of competence and responsibility, decisions are essentially guided by the imperatives of administrative control and capital accumulation. Regulates the pre-existing, or the established form of behaviour.
Constitutes new forms of behaviour. White (1988, pp. 114-5) The colonisation process accelerates where a steering function changes from being regulative to becoming constitutive, and therefore in some sense dysfunctional or distorting for the particular action-sphere. Thus, as Habermas (1987) sees, there is a need to: …protect areas of life that are functionally dependent on social integration through values, norms and consensus formation, to preserve them from falling prey to the systemic imperatives of economic and administrative subsystems growing with dynamics of their own, and to defend them from being converted over, through the steering medium of the law, to a principle of sociation that is, for them, dysfunctional ( pp. 372-373).
The above quote is crucial in highlighting the communicative rationality and collegial traditions underpinning the academic world now undergoing a profound transformation by the instrumental rationality of the systemic imperatives of a subsystem such as accounting.
QUALITY ASSURANCE OF TEACHING: HABERMASIAN THESES AS THE EVALUATIVE STANCE.
A Regulative or a Constitutive Steering?
Cardinal Newman captured the familial relationship between students and teachers when he said, a university is an alma mater who knows her children one by one, not a foundry or a mint or a treadmill. Historically, the academic lifeworld has relied on communicative sociation as the modus vivendi within the community of scholars. Here, a reference to the community of scholars is intended to celebrate the spirit of scholarly inquiry, which is the essence of a public university. It does not mean any nostalgia for the essentially monastic conditions of the medieval university. Now, this community has entered a novel phase where the relationship between students and teachers has to be regulated by administrative control and economic imperatives.
Prior to the introduction of SRT, it is reasonable to say that an informal system of student feedback on teaching existed. This feedback is not a new concept; it is implicit in a teacher-student relationship and it is essentially regulative of the academic lifeworld, both from the academic community and the societal lifeworld perspective. Indeed, teachers obtain some kind of feedback from students, by way of an intuition, a feeling in the classroom, and an interaction, or a lack thereof, with their students. All academics see some excitement, confusion or apathy on their students' faces, during a lecture or a tutorial. In a large lecture group, there may not be an opportunity for a two-way communication, but then there are tutorials and consultation hours, where we get to establish a rapport with students, and get some informal feedback. Indeed, we need to encourage this feedback, as it is only our students who can tell us if they are experiencing the joys of learning or the frustrations of grappling with esoteric concepts and course material; or a combination of the two. Our students need to feel free to seek assistance with any problems that they are encountering in their academic journey. We have a moral obligation to create an environment of trust where students openly communicate with us and give us their invaluable feedback. Thus, it is fair to say that a teacher-student relationship is built on communicative sociation, in more than one way. Using a dialogical, as opposed to a transmission model, we need to be able to communicate the curricula content and also keep the informal communication channels open to have a rapport with our students.
Both in Australia and NZ, the higher education system has been expanding under financial constraints, the opportunities for informal discussions with students have diminished; interactive participation in lectures and tutorials has decreased due to the deteriorating student-staff ratios, in some areas, in many institutions. Also, the newly introduced performance measures encourage a more calculative approach among individual academics who, in response to intensifying pressures, neglect or marginalise activities that are invisible to performance measures (See Puxty et al., 1994) . In terms of a student-teacher relationship, the immeasurable activities, likely to have been marginalised, include: any pastoral care, informal discussions, additional consultation hours, and extra tutorials if needed, etc. However, these are meant to be essential for the symbolic reproduction of the academic lifeworld.
It would appear that the informal feedback and communication is diminishing and a
Tayloristic approach to student feedback is increasing. While the former is embedded in a student-teacher relationship for effective teaching and learning, the latter is constitutive of a standard-production-line operation of teaching and learning. With the objective of publishable institutional teaching quality performance indicators, in recent years, many schools or departments have moved towards the use of standardised, centralised, and bureaucratized student satisfaction questionnaires, which are playing a constitutive role in shaping teaching quality. This approach mandates that in a school or department, all courses and all teachers should meet the same objectives. In fact, different courses do aim to achieve different purposes, which may include: the development of specific vocational skills; generic skills; entertainment and engagement; long-term intellectual development; and critical thinking etc. Furthermore, a course may be stronger on some objectives than the others. The use of standardised forms denies this possibility, and sanctions a "Mcdonaldised" approach to what objectives should be met. It is constitutive of teaching and learning as a systematically monitored delivery by teachers, and receipt by the objects of instruction, the students. While formal surveys of academics' views on SRT are relatively rare, one study found that at least one third of faculty respondents reported lowering their course level and grading standards in response to their student evaluations. According to another study, 39% of accounting administrator respondents admitted being aware of faculty who altered their instructional behaviour in order to improve evaluation scores (quoted in Haskell 1998). These studies support SRT's constitutive role in shaping teaching practice including curricula. Haskell (1998) addresses the use of SRT and the administrative control of academic freedom.
SRT is a steering mechanism that has presumably been set up to measure academics' accountability in their teaching endeavours. It may be argued that accountability relationships require some way of measuring for which people can be held accountable, but in case of effective teaching, and student learning, it may not be as simple as that. This is because the service that the caring professionals, such as teachers, provide "depends on a person-to-person relationship, not on the execution of pre-determined quantifiable actions…it is possible for the efficiency of "carers" to be in inverse proportion to their visible quantifiable output" (Gorz, 1989 p.143) . In Gorz's terms, the caring professions include the groups devoted to educational and health concerns, and rightly so. Readings (1996, p. 164) points out that the question of accountability in teaching is something that exceeds the logic of accounting. He discusses the incalculable obligation or the non-finite responsibility that students and teachers both have in a pedagogic relationship.
A common question that many evaluation exercises include is: students' perceptions of the relevance of the course content. This is supposedly aimed at accommodating students' needs and expanding student choice, under the fad of "customer-focused service". Now, the problem with this kind of question is in its constitutive character. It sanctions a pre-determined end; it implies that the immediate relevance of course content is desirable, when in fact it handicaps both students and teachers. It compels academics to tailor courses that have market appeal, thus meeting students' short-term interests at the expense of their long-term intellectual development. For a discussion on the power of student choice and its effect on course content, see Selling Australia's Universities (The Age, December 9, 2000) .
Interestingly, in many universities, SRT began as a regulative mechanism. The evaluations were made at teachers' discretion and intended for teachers' use in improving the quality of their teaching, and were not meant for university management use. Over the years, many universities have tended to mandate this practice with standardised questionnaires. While it gives the illusion of attempting to measure teachers' accountability and maintain quality, it is a measure of administrative control and disciplinary power over academics that is guided by the market-based logic of studentsas-customers.
Students-as-Customers
Students, who were meant to be participants in the community of scholars, have now been redefined as "customers", "consumers" or "clients". In its First Annual Report on The Quality of Higher Education in Australia, issued by the Higher Education Division of the Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs, DETYA, it is stated:
There is an increased focus on student as customer and client, and pressure on institutions to provide value for money through quality teaching and learning….universities are focusing on the student as customer/client in various ways (p. 14).
In Orwellian terms, the decline of a language must ultimately have political and economic causes: it is not due simply to the bad influence of this or that individual writer.
But an effect can become a cause, reinforcing the original cause and producing the same effect in an intensified form, and so on indefinitely.
To appreciate the students-as-customers phenomenon, we need to look at the relationship between the government, universities and students. In Habermasian terms, their interrelationship is being (dis) integrated by money, power and instrumental rationality.
Government is being steered by a particular discourse in economic management, which is based on a fundamentalist faith in the virtue of market disciplines of resource allocation.
In line with this New Public Management, there has been an increasing marketisation in higher education. In Australia and NZ, while the state continues to provide funding for higher education, it does so under the conditions of a quasi-market with competition between institutions, the introduction of management methods imported from the business world, and a regulatory system that seeks to link resource allocation to performance and quality measures. In this simulated market, government has become the purchaser of higher education services; universities are the providers, and they need to exhibit greater accountability in terms of KPIs to obtain a slice of the funding cake. In turn, students are the clients of universities. As citizens or national subjects, our students are unable to assert their rights to public education, but their right is premised on being a client of the welfare state. Their ability to take any cooperative social and political action is diminished, but their right as a homo economicus, in the education market, is enhanced. Marginson (1997) explains "the economic government set out to shape students along the lines of homo economicus, to create a self-regulating investor-in-the-self whose moves would be dictated by economic utility" (p.76). Puxty et al., (1994) , in their discussion on accounting academics, remark, "… academics become coded in terms of their efficiency, as measured by perceptions of their 'teaching quality'…in terms of research, academics are now commodified as more or less productive achievers of research rankings" (pp. 158-159). While their remarks are directed at accounting academics, they are relevant to academics in general, as the culture of ranking and rating has permeated all disciplines.
Commodification of Academic Labour
In Capital (Volume 1), Marx (1976) established a distinction between the use value and exchange (market) value. Willmott (1995) has used this distinction to explain the discourse of commodification in the British context, and it very much mirrors the Australian and NZ situation too.
In academia, commodification of academic labour occurs as its use value, in the form of its contribution to the development of the student as a person, as a citizen or at least as a depository and carrier of culturally valued knowledge, becomes displaced by a preoccupation with doing those things which will increase its exchange value in terms of resources that flow, directly or indirectly, from a strong performance on the measures of research output and teaching quality (Willmott 1995, p.999) .
Under the corporate paradigm of the University, the systemic integration is through money and power, which can neither buy nor compel solidarity and meaning, says Habermas.
As a consequence, academics and students' relationship has been increasingly reified. Both students and teachers sharing the love of learning is becoming an anachronism; as students are beginning to believe that they are consumers, looking for value for money in their "educational" pursuits. Increasingly, academics are under pressure to achieve a higher SRT to meet a KPI, and to improve the institutional star rating.
Since the marketisation juggernaut arrived in Australia, the systemically induced commodification of higher education has been presented in a star-rating program. Our students are meant to find a "quality" course, a "quality" institution with the highest ratings by looking at The Good Universities' Guide, just as a customer looks at the edition, the status of higher education seems to have been "demoted" to any other useful household appliance, when the rationale for ranking is given,"…when consumers purchase household appliances, this sort of information is readily available" (USN & WR, 2001 ). While it claims to be an objective guide for ranking, Readings (1996, pp. 25-6) provides a critical analysis of the arbitrary quality of the weighting of the factors that are used in rankings, and the dubiousness of such quantitative indicators of quality.
Manufacturers have been designing quality assured products, such as TV units, and now under the Consumerist Newspeak academics are designing "quality assured university courses". The use of this corporatist language is pure propaganda that is aimed at promoting education as another consumer durable. As Craig et al., (1999) explain "knowledge is not manufactured according to a specified design in the manner of creating a product. It is not the outcome of a design but the outcome of enquiry, discovery, analysis and synthesis. It is unrelated to wants, unlike a product designed to meet the market" (p. 516). Furthermore, if education still means life of the mind or pursuit of the truth, then is it possible to guarantee that a person is educated?
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
The primary concern of this paper has been to discuss the use of SRT as a practice that legitimises the commodification of students' educational experience and student-teacher relationship. Furthermore, it supports a very limited conception of teachers' accountability. Some aspects of Habermasian theses have been used to demonstrate the constitutive and reifying nature of this practice.
In "Whatever You Do, Don't Treat Your Students as Customers", Franz (1998) focuses on the student-as-customer metaphor. He argues that the consequences of treating students as customers include: turning classes into popularity contests; in pedagogy becoming entertainment replete with video games and MTV; in "unrelenting grade inflation" and in embracing the "customer" relations policy for which the Nordstrom group of department stores in North America is famous: "keep the student-cum-customer happy and give him or her what they want" (pp.63-64) . This metaphor sanctions SRT and it is constitutive of a consumerist approach to education. In doing so, it tends to suppress and distort other aspects of students' educational experience.
Firstly, it relegates students to the role of passive recipients in their educational pursuit, and shifts the onus of (their) learning onto their teachers. We would be failing in our duty of care if we do not espouse the idea that tertiary students are, to a great extent, responsible for their learning. In filling out those standardised questionnaires, students
are not encouraged to think about their responsibility in their learning. This exercise focuses on teaching as a performance, or a transmission operation, and it actively perpetuates the "customer-satisfaction syndrome".
Secondly, it is constitutive of the notion of instant gratification for students; it does not appreciate that there may be a time lag between students' learning and their appreciation for their learning. In this context, Marginson (1997) says:
It's often the long-term effects of university education that are most important -the research shows that new graduates tend to be critical of universities for failing to train them more precisely for work, whereas five and ten-year out graduates of all courses are more inclined to appreciate the intellectual preparation and life experiences they received on campus, which has underpinned everything since.
Thirdly, tertiary education is meant to develop a culture of intellectual curiosity, encourage students in learning how to learn, develop an ethical and moral balance, develop a social view, and prepare students to think critically, and above all, cultivate their minds. All these notions are intangible, and they create something that exceeds the sum of its parts. Thus, students' educational experience need to be viewed holistically, rather than looking at the parts that are perceived as useful, relevant and enjoyable by students. Thus, the limitations of individual subject-based assessments need to be recognised.
In seeking students' feedback on the quality of course content, we need to recognise that a typical undergraduate has only some of the objectives of a course in mind, and only some of the attributes necessary to make judgments about its quality. In the market, the customer is always right, and products have to be adapted accordingly. In education, meeting the customer demand may enhance the exchange value, but it can destroy the use value. Educational consumerism calls for a sacrifice in intellectual rigour and scholastic ambition to gain general approval and popularity; this will not serve students' long-term interests. The diminishing essential disciplines of pure sciences and the humanities and increasingly flourishing vocational areas, in our universities, do vouch for the rise of consumerism. Aronowitz (2000) discusses some instances of curriculum dilution to accommodate students' interests, inevitably short-term ones, in encountering educational consumerism.
In seeking students' views on the assessment procedure, we know that most students do not enjoy difficult work but it is important for them to be challenged educationally. In the course of their learning they may have to meet some assessment requirements that may be more rigorous and intellectually demanding than they would normally prefer.
Also, their work may be assessed less generously than they would normally wish.
Clearly, the customer metaphor is inoperative in this context, and pleasing the customer has dire consequence in terms of assessment procedures. It sanctions that we relax the assessment requirements, and pass students who are not meeting the academic standards (Kissane 2000; Noonan and Contractor, 2001 University, it says, "All too many academics are content to hand out A-grades like confetti in return for favourable teacher ratings and more time to devote to research (The Economist, p. 36, April 14, 2001) . This is indicative of the constitutive nature of SRT and sadly, it means a kind of delusional meritocracy both for students and academics.
While is conceded that student feedback is essential in improving the quality of teaching, some changes need to be made to the standard "customer-satisfaction questionnaire" on the premise that student learning is a very different process from that of customer satisfaction with the acquisition of goods or services. It is a function of multiple variables, and the quality of direct instruction is one of the important variables. Indeed, another equally important variable is our students' commitment. We know that whether a student learns well or not depends on both the skills, commitment and passion of a lecturer and the motivation, ability and commitment of the student. Thus, student learning is a shared responsibility between students and teachers.
Our students are neither empty vessels to whom teaching is administered, nor they are customers whose rights are premised on the market-based logic. They are active and responsible participants who play an important role in their educational experience, or in business jargon, they have considerable control over their learning performance outcome.
We need to amend student satisfaction questionnaire by adding a preface (to the questionnaire) that student learning is a function of at least two primary variables, their efforts and their teachers' contribution.
Then, we need to add a segment that asks students to engage in a self-assessment exercise in conjunction with the evaluation of their teachers. This segment could include areas such as students' attendance and participation in lectures and tutorials, their effort in completing the suggested reading, their independent study hours etc -and this is not an exhaustive list. This makes the evaluation process context specific. The context of learning is meant to include students' initiative, efforts and enthusiasm or perhaps sheer apathy in their academic pursuits. These aspects need to be considered in the evaluation process, as students' efforts or a lack thereof, will in part, help them appreciate the quality of their teachers' efforts. Evidently, the measure of student initiative will have the same problems, which exist with the measurement of teachers' initiative; we will be attempting to convert the essence of something into a statistical measure. However, it should serve to reinforce students' responsibility for their learning, and it could help us address the student participation issue. Furthermore, if we make an attempt to relate students' participation, their perceptions of quality of teaching, and their performance outcomes, this could provide a better insight into student learning and teaching quality.
There is yet another, and much better, way to improve the SRT questionnaire. It would involve getting rid of the rating part completely. In Weberian terms, the quality of care that we provide to our students is of substantive value, but can it be measured by the use of formal rational calculations? So, instead of ticking multiple-choice boxes, our students could attempt to answer some open-ended questions, which would encourage them to reflect on their educational experience, and consider their role and responsibility in it.
Although Long and Johnson (1997) , from The Australian Council for Educational
Research, in their CEQ research, say if the quality of teaching is not measured, it will be given less than its due regard. While this substantiates an implicit faith in the accountingbased performance measurement paradigm, it also highlights the reductionist approach to academics' accountability, as adopted by the policy makers. Simply, it says that academics would care about the quality in teaching, and student learning, only if their efforts are being measured, and extrinsically rewarded! It is acknowledged that the question of quality in education is important, and it needs to be addressed. However, the "production-measurement" approach is clearly inadequate;
with its focus on the efficient use of resources and outcomes of the process, it is constitutive of "educational consumers" when students need to be our educational partners. It reduces the student-teacher relationship to a customer-producer relationship, which sanctions each to profit at the expense of the other, whereas quality in education calls for a commitment both from students and teachers. From a Habermasian perspective, customer-producer relationship is a form of systemic integration that is achieved by the media of power and money, when what the academic lifeworld needs is social integration through communicative action.
In a pursuit of a performance-based conception of accountability, the policy makers in higher education are "technicising" the academic lifeworld with SRT, and neglecting the important, though immeasurable, processes that improve student learning. They seem to believe that academics' accountability to students and the process of inquiry can be reduced to a neat measurable obligation. This celebration of measurement almost decouples learning and teaching, and therefore we need an approach that involves communicative action and brings back students and teachers as a community of scholars.
Drawing on his account of the communicative competence of social actors, Habermas distinguishes between 'action oriented to success' and 'action oriented to understanding'.
The former is called strategic action, and it can be evaluated in terms of efficiency in influencing the decisions of other social actors viewed as potential opponents. By contrast, the latter, communicative action is intrinsically dialogical, and it is rationalised in terms of moral responsibility of the acting subjects and justification of the rightness of norms. It occurs when social intercourse is coordinated not through the egocentric calculations of the success of the actor as an individual, but through the mutual and cooperative achievement of understanding among participants, says Habermas. It is evident that while the higher education policy and institutional practice endorse a strategic action, the academic lifeworld calls for a communicative action.
Finally, a teacher-student relationship is gift relationship, and it is two-sided. In this relationship, both the students and teachers have their reciprocal rights and responsibilities towards the process of scholarly inquiry. If our classrooms and lecture theatres are meant to be places of such inquiry, then our students are meant to be authentic participants of academic community, whose rights cannot be premised on the customer metaphor. Besides this metaphor sanctions Caveat emptor, let the buyer beware; but in this case, we are definitely on the "buyers'" side. The metaphor espouses customer satisfaction at any cost; it gives our students an illusion of power under consumer sovereignty, while compromising their long-term educational interests. Once students and academics are emancipated from the customer-based mindset of quality, and they recognise their moral responsibility towards the process of inquiry, then the quality of education will be maintained. When that happens, we will not need to resort to a technocratic measurement of students' educational experience and academics' accountability.
